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In this study a comprehensive multivariate time-

series model is built to explain American foreign policy 

toward the People's Republic of China, during the cold war 

era from 1948 to 1989. Several continuous independent 

variables and intervention variables are proposed to have 

affected the amount of cooperativeness or hostility in U.S. 

foreign policy toward China during the cold war era. The 

findings of this study suggest that U.S. China policy during 

the cold war era exhibits a mixed pattern of bureaucratic 

inertia and reciprocity. In addition, the continuous 

independent variable measuring conflict and cooperation in 

the bilateral relationship between China and Taiwan, and the 

intervention variables of the Korean War and the Nixon 

administration, the bilateral relationship between the U.S. 

and the Soviet Union, and the bilateral relationship 

between China and the Soviet Union are found to have 

statistically significant impacts on U.S. China policy. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The end of the cold war and the collapse of the Soviet 

Union, the chief rival of the U.S., produced a new 

configuration of international system. A new consensus 

on American foreign policy is greatly needed for American 

policy makers to deal with this much more complicated world. 

It is generally believed that the post cold war era 

will be a period of multiple powers competing for influence 

over world affairs. Although the U.S. will continue to be 

the most important actor in world politics, the power of 

other nations may increase drastically. Among these 

countries, the People's Republic of China (P.R.C.) has 

considerable potential to be the next major rival to the U.S. 

because of its vital geopolitical position, huge population, 

fast growing economy, and tremendous military and nuclear 

power. In addition, China still maintains its political 

system and ideology contrary to those of the U.S. and the 

Western world. Such a great country with tremendous 

potential threat to the western world pose a problem to 

world peace. Therefore, much attention should be paid to the 

survival of this communist state which has considerable 

symbolic and practical meaning in world politics and world 
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politics. The strategic status of the People's Republic of 

China, as a friend or an enemy to the U.S., may have a huge 

impact on American interests in the emerging world order. 

Many partially attribute the downfall of communism in 

the Soviet Union and East European countries to the success 

of the containment strategies of U.S. foreign policy during 

the cold war era. So, what can be the new possible policy 

strategies that American policy makers can utilize in dealing 

with the P.R.C., the last communist empire, to the best 

advantage of American interests in the future? Will they 

wage a new cold war to bring down the last major communist 

regime in China and create a complete harmony in the world? 

Or will they adopt soft policies to promote the peaceful 

transformation in this country? 

To answer these questions, we need to identify the 

underlying dynamics of American foreign policy toward the 

P.R.C. in the past and present. 

There are many controversies concerning the formulation 

of American foreign policies in the cold war era. The topic 

of U.S. foreign policy is a field of study overarching both 

the areas of international relations and American politics 

since the making of U.S. foreign policy is affected not only 

by external factors, but also by domestic factors. The 

complexity of the American foreign policy process is further 

compounded by the fact that those external and domestic 

determinants often exert opposing impacts on American foreign 
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policy. American foreign policy seems often to be a 

compromise among different competing approaches, e.g. 

rationality versus morality. The complicated nature and 

numerous determinants of American foreign policy pose 

challenges for American foreign policy makers as well as 

students of American politics and international relations. 

A large number of studies in the area of international 

relations have suggested that American foreign policy makers, 

just like other countries' foreign policy makers, behave as 

rational actors in the international arena by responding to 

other countries' behavior toward the U.S. and reciprocating 

U.S. behavior toward other countries {Lang and Wheeler 197 9; 

Jervis 1981; Axelrod 1984; Axelrod and Keohane 1985; Oye 

1986). Other studies conclude that American foreign policy 

is largely determined by bureaucratic routine and 

organizations regardless of foreign countries' behavior 

(Cusack and Ward 1981; Ostrom and Marra 1986; Allison 1971) . 

Some authors also argue that American foreign policy makers, 

namely the president, behave in a cybernetic fashion in 

which the president has to choose from a limited set of 

decision alternatives to make foreign policy decisions 

(Steinbruner 1974; Ostrom and Job 1986) . 

Another body of work maintains that the individual 

leaders can also make a difference in American foreign policy 

making based on their different personal characteristics and 

cognitive perceptions (Stoessinger 1985; Hermann 1980). In 
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addition, some scholars suggest that domestic factors such 

as ideology, interest groups and public opinion can also have 

sizable effects on American foreign policy making (Hunt 1973 ; 

Mueller 1973; Powlick 1991; Trubowitz 1992; Holsti 1992; 

Uslaner 1986) . 

To better understand the nature of American foreign 

policy mechanism and to set up a sound model to exemplify the 

effects of various factors by testing the theoretical 

hypotheses posited by previous studies, this study is 

conducted using historical data on U.S. China policy 

during the Cold War era (1948-1989) as a good example 

reflecting some of the characteristics of American foreign 

policy making process, in general. 



CHAPTER TWO 

A LITERATURE REVIEW 

Many studies on U.S. foreign policy behavior have been 

done by international relations theorists who have debated 

the relative importance of bureaucratic routine, and 

reciprocity in great powers' foreign policy behavior toward 

each other. 

Some theorists believe that American foreign policy 

behaviors, such as military spending, are largely determined 

by bureaucratic routine and other domestic factors (Cusack 

and Ward 1981; Ostrom and Marra 1986). They argue that 

foreign policy bureaucracies do not respond to the actions of 

other countries, or do so only slowly and incrementally at 

best. For example, Thompson and Rapkin (1982, 248) note: 

"Foreign policy bureaucracies tend to develop standard 

operating procedures or routines.... Accordingly, the best 

predictor of state A's interaction with state Y at time t may 

prove to be state A's interaction with Y at time t-1." 

Jervis (1988, 320) also argues that states carry on " 

established policies with little calculation or thought. 

Each new day does not bring a new beginning." Robinson 

(1987, 90) suggests that the United States, the Soviet Union, 
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and China are particularly prone to inertia due to their 

large sizes. 

Other scholars suggest that great powers respond to 

other powers' behavior by reciprocating their actions toward 

other countries foreign policy actions. They stress that 

reciprocity must exist if cooperation is to evolve (Goldstein 

and Freeman, 1990). In Axelrod's TFT model (Tit For Tat), 

reciprocity is coupled with an initial move of cooperation in 

order to promote mutual cooperation (Axelrod 1980) . In 

psychological models such as Osgood's GRIT (Graduated 

Reciprocation in Tension-Reduction) model, reciprocity 

(responding to concessions or threats in bargaining and 

diplomacy) is coupled with unilateral cooperatives (based on 

soft-line assumptions about the other country)(Osgood 1962). 

In Richardson's model, reciprocity (embodied in positive 

response coefficients) can be coupled with "negative 

grievances" in order to promote an explosion of cooperation 

(Richardson 1960). 

A country's strategy may include both inertial and 

responsive strategic behavior at the same time (Thompson and 

Rapkin 1982, 249). For example, the work of Ward (1982) 

gives some evidence regarding both bureaucratic routine and 

reciprocity in super power foreign policy making. 

Moreover, the evolution of cooperation in an 

environment with more than two countries, such as the 

strategic triangle composed of the United States, the Soviet 
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Union, and China also has attracted the attention of 

international relations theorists. Rapoport (197 9, 79) shows 

that the three-person Prisoner's Dilemma is similar to the 

two-person version. Caplow (1968) proposes a theory of 

"triads" and defines eight possible triads in terms of 

the power configuration among three players. He argues that 

most triads tend toward a two-against-one coalition 

structure. The predicted coalitions depend on the 

distribution of power among the three actors (Caplow 

1968, 2). As power configurations shift, countries "play the 

[Z] card" to enhance their power. For example, in 1972 the 

United States was said to "play the China card" against the 

Soviet Union while in 197 9 China "played the U.S. card" 

against the Soviet Union (Goldstein and Freeman, 1990) . 

Countries may be hard-line toward one country and soft-line 

toward another (Snyder and Diesing 1977, 298; Jervis 

1988,326). Thompson and Rapkin (1982, 247) suggest that 

hostile initiatives from a third country could make two 

countries adopt strategies of reciprocal response with each 

other. Therefore, the U.S. and China might adopt 

cooperative-reciprocal strategies toward each other as a 

result of adopting "deterrence" strategies toward the 

threatening Soviet Union. 

In their recent attempt to test the propositions about 

bureaucratic routine, reciprocity, and triangular strategy, 

Goldstein and Freeman construct six vector autoregressive 



(VAR) models to examine how the U.S., the U.S.S.R, and the 

P.R.C. recent foreign policies toward each other are 

determined by past behavior of other powers (Goldstein 

and Freeman 1992) . The results of their VAR models show 

considerable evidence of bureaucratic routine as well as 

compelling evidence of the reciprocity of super power foreign 

policy behavior. In addition, this study also offers some 

support for the notion of the triangularity of U.S.-Soviet-

Chinese relations. 

However, international relations theorists have given 

little attention to some other factors of American foreign 

policy making. First, the importance of individual leaders 

in making and changing American foreign policy. Many studies 

have been done to demonstrate that the psychological or 

idiosyncratic characteristics of individual leaders and their 

advisors have significant effects on American foreign policy 

making (Hermann 1986; Herrmann 1980; Hopple 197 9; Walker 

1977) . On the other hand, Dixon and Gaarder's work (1992) on 

the impacts of presidential succession on U.S. foreign policy 

toward the Soviet Union during the Cold War era suggests that 

U.S. foreign policy behavior exhibits a characteristic 

persistence that seems relatively immune from the 

potentially disruptive effects of presidential succession 

(Dixon and Gaarder 1992, 156). In the case of U.S. foreign 

policy toward the P.R.C., special attention has been paid to 

the historic change of America's China policy initiated by 
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President Nixon and his chief advisor, Kissinger (Starr 1980). 

Some other scholars point out that ideology is also an 

important element in shaping American foreign policy. As 

Carlsnaes (1987, 2) argues, an ideological confrontation is 

"not only penetrating into all aspects of Big Power 

relationships, but also deeply affecting their interactions 

with other states.... Ideological warfare [becomes] the 

order of the day, and it [is] fought on all available 

fronts. 

Hartz (1955) suggests that the ideological norms of 

American liberalism are deeply rooted and always present. 

Edward Weisband (1973) and Michael Hunt (1987) point out 

that the linkage between ideology and foreign policy may be 

detected in American diplomatic history from the Monroe 

Doctrine to today. Weiband (1973, 61) contends that beneath 

the "how to do it" spirit of American pragmatism has always 

existed some "hidden values and belief-commitments" to which 

many American foreign policy decision have given expression. 

Robert Packenham (1973, 101-106) argues that U.S. foreign 

policy has always been guided by four ideological 

considerations: (1) change and development are easy; (2) all 

good things go together; (3) radicalism and revolution are 

bad; and (4) distributing political power is more important 

than accumulating it. 

Kegley and Wittkopf (1987, 164) further suggest that 

those ideological concepts can provide insight into a basic 
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source of American foreign policy. As summarized by Kegley 

and Wittkopf (1982, 36), three tenets of ideology have 

remained uppermost in the minds of U.S. foreign policy 

makers in the post war era: 

1. The United States must reject 

isolationism permanently and substitute 

for it an active responsibility for the 

direction of international affairs. 

2. Communism comprises the principal danger 

in the world, and the United States must 

use its power to combat the spread of 

this menace. 

3. Because the Soviet Union is the spearhead 

of the communist challenge, American foreign 

policy must be dedicated to the containment of 

Soviet expansionism and influence. 

Regarding U.S. China policy during the cold war era, it 

was also a common belief, for a long period of time among 

American policy makers that the United States should check 

potential communist Chinese expansion, isolate the 

P.R.C. diplomatically and economically, and maintain 

strong support for the Nationalist Chinese government in 

Taiwan (Sutter 1983, 2). 

It is generally observed that there was a powerful 

pro-Taiwan China lobby as represented by the Committee of 

One Million which has been a catalyst for defining 
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anticommunism and push American political ideology and 

foreign policy to the right (Koen 1974, 1). During the cold 

war era, anticommunist ideology and the so-called China 

lobby, a group of lobbyists, legislators, and other 

officials who were able to use the anti-communist atmosphere 

in the United States during the cold war to foster policies 

of strong opposition to the P.R.C. and firm support for 

Taiwan (Sutter 1983), were closely interrelated. To a 

certain extent, the presence of the pro-Taiwan China lobby 

is a good indicator of the anti-communist ideology in 

American political elite. 

However, another approach of theorists seems to dismiss 

the importance of ideology in U.S. foreign policy. Kennan 

(1951), as a pioneer "realist" of the postwar era, believes 

that coolly analytic experts on foreign policy can detach 

themselves from ideological dogma and can, in their 

collective wisdom, grasp the "realities" of international 

affairs. Lippmann (1947) similarly objects to the notion 

that U.S. global policy was rooted in "unconscious" 

ideological considerations: aiding " free people 

everywhere". Some other analysts tended to downgrade the 

role of ideology in U.S. foreign policy, treat it as 

insignificant and random factor in their analysis. As 

Morgenthau claims, ideological influence in the substance of 

foreign policies is a more or less intentional disguise "for 

the true nature of policy: while policy is necessarily the 
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pursuit of power, ideologies render involvement in that 

contest psychologically acceptable to the actors and their 

audience." (Morgenthau 1985, 87) 

Regarding the controversies about the importance of 

ideology in U.S. foreign policy, the case of U.S. China 

policy during the Cold War era gives us a good example 

representing these two historically opposing approaches in 

U.S. foreign policy to fulfill American moral 

commitments and to follow the American sense of practicality 

(Sutter 1983). On the one hand, the People's Republic of 

China was the second largest communist state and was 

considered as a major threat to American national interests 

during the cold war era. To support the "free China" in 

Taiwan, and to combat the expansion of the communist China 

was a moral obligation for the U.S. as the leader of the free 

world. On the other hand, the decline of U.S. power 

relative to Soviet power during the 1960s and the mutual 

interests between the U.S. and China to contain the Soviet 

expansionism gave a firm foundation for U.S.-China 

cooperation if pragmatism was the guideline for U.S. foreign 

policy during the cold war era. The American ambivalence 

to the communist China is well reflected by the fluctuations 

of U.S. China policy during the cold war era, especially 

the historic change initiated by the Nixon administration. 

It is even suggested that Nixon/Kissinger foreign policy was 

characterized by the rejection of any values and principles 
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an "amoral approach"; their policy choice was the 

expedient one under the existing internal and external 

pressures (Graebner 1985). 

In summary, previous studies about U.S. foreign 

policy behavior during the cold war era present different 

competing propositions: 

1. Bureaucratic inertia: U.S. foreign policy 

behavior is essentially self-driven by bureaucratic routine 

and other internal factors; 

2. Reciprocity: U.S. foreign policy behavior 

responds to the behaviors of other countries; 

3. Triangular strategy: U.S. foreign policy 

behavior reflects a pattern of triangularity in regard to 

its relations with China and the Soviet Union; 

4. Leadership intervention: Some individual leaders 

can produce great changes in the U.S. foreign policy; 

5. Ideology: During the Cold War era, anti-

communist ideology played an important role in shaping 

American foreign policy; 

To put them together, we can find a number of 

controversies among these different theoretical approaches: 

Is U.S. foreign policy characterized by bureaucratic inertia 

or reciprocity, or a mixture of them? Could the individual 

leaders make a difference in U.S. foreign policy? Did the 

strategic triangle among the U.S., the U.S.S.R. and the 

P.R.C. have some real impacts on U.S. foreign policy during 
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the cold war era? Was anticoinmunist ideology a significant 

determinant of U.S. foreign policy? In the case of U.S. 

China policy, whether the pragmatist approach of cooperating 

with the P.R.C. to contain the expansionism of the Soviet 

Union, or the ideological approach of supporting the 

Nationalist China in Taiwan to fight against the expansion 

of the communist P.R.C., was the more important factor in 

shaping the U.S. China during the cold war era? 

To capture the complex and changing course of U.S. 

China policy during the cold war era and resolve those 

controversies among students of American foreign policy, an 

elaborate and comprehensive model that can take account of 

various factors is greatly needed. Previous studies seem to 

have failed to provide us a satisfactory model explaining 

the development of U.S. China policy during the cold war 

era. 

First, international relation theorists seem to base 

their analysis on game theory assumptions without 

considering the role played by anticoinmunist ideology in 

U.S. China policy. In this regard, we may assume that 

Taiwan (the Republic of China), America's traditional anti-

communist ally, played an important role in U.S. China 

policy because Nationalist China was the major enemy to 

communist China and had considerable impact on American 

foreign policy, due to the China lobby and anticommunist 

ideology in the American elite and public. 
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If the omission of China as the key great power in the 

analysis of great power behavior may seriously bias the 

results of studies (Goldstein and Freeman 1992, 20), the 

omission of the role played by Taiwan in U.S. China policy 

may also significantly bias the results of our analysis. 

Second, the changing course of the development of U.S. 

China policy cannot be accurately reflected without taking 

account of the drastic change initiated during the Nixon 

administration which can offer some evidence supporting the 

notion that individual leaders may have significant impacts 

on American foreign policy. From this perspective, the 

explanatory power of some previous models (Goldstein and 

Freeman 1992) about super power behavior is limited because 

of their failure to explain the intervention effects of some 

individual leaders and dramatic events. 

Third, previous studies also suffer from some 

methodological problems. Many of those empirical studies 

use data that are highly aggregated in a temporal sense, 

that is, behavioral interactions are measured only once a 

year. The overaggregated data tend to mask causal 

relationships because information is lost when behavior are 

summed over too long a time period (Goldstein and Freeman 

1990) . On the other hand, monthly data also have some 

problems because there are too many missing values of 

observations in their time series. Therefore, a compromise 

between these two aggregations is needed to achieve accurate 
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and unbiased estimates of coefficients in empirical studies. 

Finally, there is a lack of empirical studies about 

the effects of the triangular relationships between the 

U.S., Taiwan, and the P.R.C. on U.S. China policy, although 

many qualitative efforts, have been made to show that these 

effects did exist as a good reflection of the function of 

anticommunist ideology in the U.S. during the cold war era. 

Therefore, the inclusion of the triangular relationships 

between the U.S., Taiwan, and the P.R.C. in an empirical 

study about U.S. China policy will provide a more solid 

theoretical footing to the study of U.S. China policy 

during the cold war era. 

To resolve the controversies concerning the making of 

American foreign policy, this study is constructed to 

provide an improved model of the dynamics of U.S. China 

policy during the cold war era. To test this model, I will 

employ some sophisticated time-series techniques which have 

not been utilized in the previous studies of U.S. China 

policy. 

The empirical work of this study would test those 

competing propositions presented by previous theoretical and 

empirical studies. It will also demonstrate the accurate 

effects of different factors in a single and comprehensive 

model which takes account of all those different factors 

mentioned above. Therefore, the theoretical significance of 

this study lies in its integration of different theoretical 
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approaches and in the application of empirical data to the 

integrated model. 



CHAPTER THREE 

THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF US CHINA 

POLICY DURING THE COLD WAR ERA 

In this chapter, I will briefly describe and analyze 

the historical development of U.S. China policy during the 

cold war era (1948-1989) which will be covered by our 

empirical analysis in the next chapter. I will provide an 

account of U.S. China policy events, and discuss some 

relevant factors which might have contributed to the 

occurrence of these events. These events also constitute the 

essence of the two data sets to be used in next chapter. 

(1) The Truman Years (1948-1952) 

The United States was the major ally of China during 

World War II, in which the Nationalists and Communists were 

participating in a "united front" against Japan. The Chinese 

Communist Party (CCP) welcomed American participation and 

support in the war against Japan and desired to cooperate 

broadly with the United States (Rodzinski 1984, 368) . 

However, at the beginning of the postwar era, the goal 

of U.S. China policy was to support " a strong, united and 

18 



19 

democratic China" which is "of utmost importance to the 

success of world peace" (see Department of State Bulletin 

1945, 945-946). Truman said as early as October 1945 that 

"my policy is to support Chiang Kai-shek", the leader of the 

Nationalist government in China (Yergin 1977, 441). 

Thus, during the 1945-1949 period, the United States 

became the major ally to the Nationalist government in China 

in the civil war between the Communists and the Nationalists. 

The United States kept backing the faltering Nationalist 

regime through its economic and military aid. 

At the same time, the U.S. also rejected some Chinese 

Communist overtures to improve relations. Truman directed 

the State Department "to be careful not to indicate any 

softening toward the Communists and to avoid high-level 

contact with the Communists (U.S. Department of State 1949, 

388) . 

On the other hand, high officials in Acheson's State 

Department also felt that the U.S. commitment to the 

Nationalists would alienate the Chinese Communists and push 

them into the arms of the Soviet Union (Jiang 1988, 136-137; 

Gaddis 1987, 167). The Truman administration expressed its 

interest in exploiting the alleged clash of interests between 

China and the Soviet Union by the release of a White Paper 

on China and its announcement that no military forces would 

be used to defend Taiwan. However, the hardliners in the 

United States argued that the United States should make every 
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effort to defeat communism in China (Cohen 1980, 178, 181, 

195, 200-13) . The hardliners won out and the U.S. China 

policy were quite hostile during the 1945-1950 period 

when the Chinese Communists eventually defeated the 

Nationalists and drove them to Taiwan. 

During the same period, U.S.-Soviet relations were 

also quite hostile. The Truman Doctrine of containment of 

Soviet expansion was promulgated in 1947, and in March 1948 

the United States announced plans for long-term military 

reorganization and increased military spending to combat the 

Soviet expansion. The Soviet blockade of West Berlin created 

a major crisis between the U.S. and the Soviet Union (George 

and Smoke 1974, Chapter 5). Meanwhile, the Chinese 

Communists unequivocally joined the Soviet-led "socialist 

camp" and forged a firm alliance with the Soviet Union 

through the Treaty of Friendship, Alliance, and Mutual 

Assistance. 

The outbreak of the Korean War and the participation 

of Chinese troops in the Korean War in 1950 pushed U.S.-China 

relations to a hostile extreme. During the period between 

the end of 1950 and the early 1951, U.S. and Chinese troops 

were engaged in direct, conventional and relatively large-

scale warfare with each other. The war stalled for two years 

after the first half of 1951 when the Chinese troops and 

their North Korean allies pushed the U.S. troops and their 

allies back to the original border. 
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In October 1951, peace talks broke down between the two 

parties of the Korean War and hostility was at a high point 

when China accused the U.S. of bombing Manchuria. Two 

U.S. planes and one destroyer were also attacked by China in 

the Taiwan Strait in January 1953. 

(2) The Eisenhower Years (1953-1960) 

The truce in the Korean War in 1953 somewhat reduced 

the hostility of U.S. China policy. However, the successors 

to the Truman administration, President Eisenhower and 

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles adopted a strong 

anticommunist ideological approach in U.S. China policy, and 

advocated the "liberation of captive peoples from the 

present monolithic Communist structure". (On the Nomination 

of John Foster Dulles, 1953). As a result, the U.S. 

declared that the Communist regime in China was illegitimate 

and viewed it as an aggressive, expansionistic, and integral 

part of "monolithic world Communism". 

The U.S. continued to oppose the recognition of the 

P.R.C. and insisted that the Republic of China in Taiwan was 

the legitimate government of China. It also strongly 

opposed the seating of Communist China in the United Nations 

and took the lead to keep the issue off the U.N. agenda each 

year (Barnett 1971, 11). It also attempted to discourage 

other countries from recognizing the P.R.C.. The U.S. trade 
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embargoes imposed on the P.R.C. were continued and great 

pressure was also exerted on other countries to maintain the 

extensive trade restrictions that had been adopted during 

the Korean War (Congressional Quarterly 1980, 95, 109). The 

Eisenhower administration even opposed non-official travel 

and contacts between the Chinese and American peoples 

(Congressional Quarterly 1980, 110). The U.S. also 

gradually constructed around communist China a network of 

anti-communist alliances to which it gave economic and 

military aid in order to isolate it. In 1954, it signed a 

mutual defense pact with the Chinese Nationalist regime in 

Taiwan. 

Chinese shelling of Nationalist-held offshore islands 

in the Taiwan Straits produced tremendous tensions between 

the U.S. and the P.R.C.. Hostile events escalated into the 

first Taiwan Straits Crisis in the early months of 1955. 

Tensions were reduced when the U.S. and China reopened their 

bilateral talks, which led to the release of some U.S. 

pilots and other U.S. citizens. 

The second Taiwan Straits crisis in 1958 brought the 

U.S. and the P.R.C. into almost direct military conflict 

over control of the offshore islands. Although the P.R.C. 

expressed its willingness to have more contacts with the 

U.S., their irreconcilable positions on the Taiwan issue 

eliminated the possibilities for better relationship between 

these two countries. China required the United States to 
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totally withdraw from the Taiwan area while the U.S. 

insisted that the P.R.C. renounce the use of force to 

Taiwan (Congressional Quarterly 1980, 107). Throughout the 

Eisenhower administration, the U.S. was determined to adopt 

rigid and hostile policies toward the P.R.C. in its attempts 

to contain and isolate communist China, when the P.R.C. 

maintained its close alliance with the Soviet Union and 

took many military actions against Taiwan. 

(3) The Kennedy and Johnson Years (1961-1968) 

The Kennedy administration did next to nothing to 

improve the bilateral relationship between the P.R.C. and 

the U.S.. U.S. China policy remained unchanged with minimal 

low-level contacts and harsh rhetoric. The shelling of 

Quemoy in 1959 and the Chinese-Indian war in 1962 also 

further exacerbated the bilateral relationship between them. 

In the early 1960s, the U.S. confronted China around the 

Chinese border, from Korea to Vietnam and Laos to India as 

the U.S. officials saw their task as containing expansionist 

Chinese Communist aggression (see Cohen 1980, 232). 

On the other hand, the Sino-Soviet split began to 

emerge in the early 1960s as the conflict between China and 

the Soviet Union became open over the issues such as the 

direction and ideology of the world Communist movement and 

their border disputes. 
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In 1964, the P.R.C. developed its own nuclear 

weapons. In the domestic environment of the U.S., the 

unfavorable orientation toward China began to change when the 

Senate Foreign Relation Committee suggested the 

reestablishment of a reasonable contact between the U.S. and 

the P.R.C. (Congressional Quarterly 1980, 6) . 

President Johnson himself also perceived the 

necessity of eventual reconciliation with the P.R.C. 

(Congressional Quarterly 1973, 16-17). The Johnson 

administration made efforts to reduce tensions with the 

P.R.C.. In 1966, the U.S. government eased restrictions on 

the travel of scholars to Communist countries. In late 19 68, 

the Johnson administration decided to accept a P.R.C. 

proposal to reopen the Warsaw talks. 

However, the Vietnam War consolidated hardliners in 

both the U.S. and the P.R.C.. The U.S. began to bomb North 

Vietnam in February 1965. In response, China called for 

the "People's War" to overthrow U.S. imperialism. The 

Cultural Revolution in April 1966 further exacerbated U.S.-

China relations. U.S. bombing in North Vietnam brought 

airspace violation charges from the P.R.C.. In May 1966, 

U.S. planes bombed North Vietnam's main railroad links to 

China. 

During the Johnson administration, the U.S. 
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produced the Asian version of the "containment " policy. 

Dean Rusk argued that "it is just as essential to 'contain' 

Communist aggression in Asia as it was, and is ... in 

Europe." He also argued that the U.S. should provide " a 

counterweight of real power to Chinese Communist pressures" 

in Asia (Paterson 1973, 181-86). 

On the other hand, President Johnson tried a softer 

line in January 1967 when he expressed optimism about U.S.-

Chinese relations in his State of the Union message. In 

the Warsaw talk of January 1967, the U.S. and China 

communicated with each other to avoid a direct confrontation. 

However, the Chinese explosion of a hydrogen bomb and the 

Middle East war both stimulated a new wave of anti-

Americanism in China. In May 19 68, the United states 

proposed Export-Import Bank credits for China and the offer 

of contacts and exchanges. But China rejected these and 

delayed the Warsaw talks. 

(3) The Nixon and Ford Years (1969-1976) 

Major changes of U.S. China policy came only after 

President Nixon took office in 1969. In the same year, 

serious fighting erupted after a series of minor incidents on 

the Sino-Soviet border, as Chinese troops attacked Soviet 

troops in a small island in the Ussuri River. More than 400 

skirmishes happened along the Sino-Soviet border in 1969. 
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The border crisis brought China and the Soviet Union to the 

brink of an all-out war. 

The Sino-Soviet split "afflicted the camp of 

international communism as to render its threats as a whole 

bloc to the Western-organized system nearly meaningless." 

(Brown 1983, 236). On the other hand, U.S. was increasingly 

threatened by the Soviet Union, as the Soviet Union 

accelerated its military buildup and actively expanded its 

influence to "Asia, Africa and South America, under the 

camouflage of parties of socialist revolution, or under the 

guise of wars of national liberation." (Paterson 1973, 

vol.11, 638). Meanwhile, the United States lost its 

previous strategic superiority over the Soviet Union. 

The new U.S. leaders tended to be less ideological 

when making U.S. China policy and came to base Sino-U.S. 

relations "upon the principle of the 'balance of power' and 

anchored [these relations] on a global equilibrium among 

the United States, the Soviet Union, and the People's 

Republic of China." (McCormick 1985, 78-79) 

President Nixon and his key advisor, Henry Kissinger 

had a new insight on world politics and the nature of the 

U.S.-China relationship. Both of them believed that the 

basic rationale of world politics was balance of power 

rather than anti-communist ideology (Chen 1990, 71). 

According to Kissinger, "it [the U.S. move toward China] 

was to give us a balancing position to use for constructive 
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ends to give each Communist power a stake in better 

relations with us; such an equilibrium could assure 

stability among the major powers, and even eventual 

cooperation, in the seventies and eighties." (Paterson 

1984, 643) 

As a result, American policy makers began to adopt 

more flexible policies toward the P.R.C.. The U.S. Senate 

passed a resolution in 1969 that "when the United States 

recognizes a foreign government and exchanges diplomatic 

representatives with it, this does not of itself imply that 

the United States approves the form, ideology, or policy of 

that foreign government." (Congressional Quarterly 1980, 

187) . 

The U.S. began to actively seek high-level and 

direct contact with the P.R.C.. Both countries looked to 

each other for support against the threat of the Soviet 

Union. In December 1969 U.S. and Chinese diplomats met 

openly at the Chinese embassy in Warsaw, China released 

American yachters, and the United States eased its trade 

embargo on China. Many messages were exchanged between the 

U.S. and China via French President Charles de Gaulle, and 

later, Pakistani Chief of State Yahya Khan, between 1969 

and 1971 (Congressional Quarterly 1980, 183-202). 

In March 1971, the United States lifted its 

restrictions on travel to China. In April, the U.S. table 

tennis team made a trip to China. In June, the U.S. 
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removed some restrictions on trade with China. In July, 

Kissinger made a secret trip to Beijing to prepare the way 

for a visit by President Nixon to the P.R.C.. 

In February 1972-, -President Nixon made a historic 

visit to Communist China, and the Shanghai Communique 

was issued which reflected the differing world views of the 

two nations, as well as the flexibility of both sides in 

areas of global and bilateral agreement. 

In mid-1971, Secretary of State William Rogers 

announced that the United States would end its opposition 

to seating the People's Republic of China in the United 

Nations and would "support action ... calling for seating 

the People's Republic of China." (Congressional Quarterly, 

1980, 197). 

The U.S. also reduced the American troops in Vietnam 

by 25,000 and quietly ended the nineteen-year presence of 

the 7th Fleet in the Taiwan Straits. In 1971, President 

Nixon ordered the Pentagon to suspend all intelligence-

gathering flights over the mainland China (Kusnitz 1984, 

137) . 

The improvement of U.S.-China relations was 

continued in following years. In early 1973, Kissinger 

made a return trip to China and produced agreements on 

trade and liaison offices, as well as on debt settlements 

and the exchange of journalists. The last three Americans 
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imprisoned in China were released. Another trip by 

Kissinger in November 1973 eased some friction 

between the two countries. However, further rapprochement 

initiatives toward China by the Nixon administration were 

hampered by Nixon's involvement in the Watergate scandal. 

His successor, Gerald R. Ford, expressed his willingness to 

continue the Nixon policy on China and made a visit to 

China during his two-year presidency. In October 197 6, 

these two countries agreed on the construction of three 

agro-chemical complexes in China and on the sale of U.S. 

computers to China technology with military 

applications (Vorontsov 1986, 204). But the Ford 

administration failed to further improve the bilateral 

relationship between these two countries to a significant 

extent because president Ford did not want to take the risk 

of improving Sino-US relations while offending strong pro-

Taiwan sentiment in American constituents. 

(5) The Carter Years (1977-1980) 

The final normalization of the Sino-U.S. 

relationship was accomplished during the Carter presidency 

when Soviet threats toward the U.S. persistently grew 

as it started a series of expansive moves in the third 

world. The Soviet-China relationship was further 

exacerbated, and China called for a united front against 
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the hegemony of the Soviet Union (see Karnow 1979, 589). 

President Carter, Secretary Vance, and national security 

advisor Brzerzinski all favored improving relationship with 

China (Congressional Quarterly 1980, 237). 

Secretary Vance tried to reach a compromise 

agreement with Beijing over the Taiwan issue during his 

visit to China in August 1977. In January 1978, provisions 

were made for U.S. tourism in China and for a permanent 

Chinese art exhibit at the New York Metropolitan Museum. 

By the spring of 1978, U.S. leaders were calling 

for moving ahead in relations with China, regardless of its 

possible negative effects on U.S. -Soviet relations. 

In May 1978, Brzezinski traveled to China to meet 

with Chinese leaders. They repeated the Sino-American 

statements of opposition to the U.S.S.R. and started secret 

negotiations on normalizing diplomatic relations. 

A joint communique was announced by President Carter 

and Chinese Premier Hua Guofeng in December 1978. In the 

communique, the United States recognized the People's 

Republic of China as the sole legitimate government of 

China, and that Taiwan was part of China. The United 

States would establish full diplomatic relationships with 

the P.R.C. and end all official governmental relations with 

Taiwan, withdraw its troops from the island within four 

months, and terminate the U.S. defense treaty with Taiwan. 

In January 197 9, full diplomatic relations were 



31 

resumed, and Deng Xiaoping visited the United States. In 

August 197 9, Vice President Walter Mondale visited China to 

establish closer political, economic, and security ties 

with China with a series of economic initiatives to the 

P.R.C. that were denied to the Soviet Union. 

In January 1980, Secretary of Defense Brown visited 

China to discuss U.S.-Chinese strategic military 

cooperation {Garthoff 1985, 982-86), while direct air 

service between the two countries was begun. 

However, the Taiwan issue continued to be the major 

obstacle to improvement of U.S.-China relations. During 

congressional consideration of the Taiwan Relation Act in 

197 9, Congress added a series of amendments regarding the 

U.S. protection for Taiwan and arms sales to Taiwan to the 

bill proposed by the Carter administration. The resulting 

legislation implied that the United States expected Taiwan 

to remain separate from the mainland China and under U.S. 

protection. U.S. relations with Taiwan would continue 

to be similar to those between the United States and other 

sovereign countries, and the United States would continue to 

treat Taiwan as an independent nation by selling it arms, 

lending it money, recognizing its passports, and granting 

its diplomats immunity. In October 1980, a U.S.-Taiwan 

agreement on diplomatic privileges provoked Chinese protest. 
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(6) The Reagan and Bush Years (1981-1989) 

The tension between the United States and the P.R.C. 

on the Taiwan Relations Act and U.S. arms sales to Taiwan 

was further exacerbated by the newly elected president, 

Ronald Reagan, an ardent champion of Taiwan with a pro-

Taiwan platform. 

During the first two years of the first term of 

Reagan presidency, the U.S. balanced its commitments to 

Taiwan against the value of Chinese opposition to the Soviet 

Union. President Reagan tended to view relations with China 

in an ideological context -- Communist "evil" versus Western 

civilization. He defined the Nationalist government of 

Taiwan as the "free Republic of China" that was "our friend 

and ally" (Reagan 1983, 39) . As a result, U.S. China policy 

was regarded by Reagan as part of the American worldwide 

struggle against communism. 

Reagan publicly expressed his deep sympathy toward 

Taiwan and invited Taiwan to send an "official" 

representative to the president's inauguration in an attempt 

to upgrade the relationship between Taiwan and the U.S. to 

an official level. 

Despite China's warnings, on December 29, 1981, the 

U.S. announced its formal decision to sell Taiwan $97 

million worth of military spare parts, and that it was 

considering selling a more advanced aircraft, the FX 
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fighter, to Taiwan. 

In June 1981, Secretary of State Haig visited China 

and announced that U.S. defensive military arms would be 

sold to China (Vorontsov 1986, 217). 

Under the strong pressure from China, the Reagan 

administration decided in January 1982 against supplying new 

advanced fighter jets to Taiwan. In August when a joint 

U.S.-Chinese communique on the Taiwan arms sales was signed, 

the U.S. agreed that its arms sales would not exceed "in 

qualitative or quantitative terms' those supplied since the 

establishment of diplomatic relations with the P.R.C. in 

197 9, and it intended to reduce those arms sales gradually 

(Vorontsov 1986, 215). 

The Reagan administration gradually realized that an 

anti-Soviet alliance of the United States with China was 

very important to American national interests. From this 

point, relations became more cooperative. Secretary of 

State Shultz visited China in February 1983, and Secretary 

of Defense Weinberger visited in September. 

U.S.-China relations were negatively affected by 

the defection of a Chinese tennis star to the United States 

in March 1983 and trade frictions (Garthoff 1985, 1042). 

In may the United States further relaxed controls on 

technology transfer to China. In January 1.984, Chinese 

Premier Zhao Ziyang visited the United States and reached 
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new agreements on a scientific and technological exchange. 

In April, President Reagan visited China and made an 

agreement on cooperation for commercial nuclear power. 

As Reagan's ideological antagonism to Chinese 

Communists receded, U.S. China policy became more 

cooperative in the second term of Reagan presidency. 

Reagan's successor, George Bush held a very 

accommodating attitude to China, that might have been 

derived from his early experience as the chief of the U.S. 

Liaison Office in Beijing during 1974-1975 (Congressional 

Quarterly 1980, 297). However, the U.S.-China relationship 

was set back seriously by the economic and political 

sanctions adopted by the Bush administration in reaction to 

the Tiananmen massacre in June 1989. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

BUILDING A MODEL OF U.S. CHINA POLICY 

In this chapter, we will use two sets of events data 

and Box-Jenkins intervention and transfer function time 

series modelling procedures to examine the effects of 

different continuous and intervention variables on U.S. 

China policy during the cold war era. 

Data Sources 

Two event data sets are used to create the time series 

of the dependent variable and independent variables. Events 

data measure the diplomatic, political, and military-

interactions that happen in the international arena which 

are reported in newspapers or periodicals. 

The first data set is Azar's (1980) COPDAB (Conflict 

and Peace Data Bank) which contains over 10,000 events of 

foreign policy behaviors relating to the bilateral 

relationships between the U.S., the U.S.S.R., the P.R.C., 

and Taiwan during the period from 1948 to 1978. Each event 

is coded in terms of a date, an actor, a target, and an 

action. The action is categorized into a class of actions 

35 
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which connotes a certain level of cooperation or hostility 

in the act. By aggregating the event scores (cooperative 

and hostile) within each time unit, I can create a variable 

representing the history of U.S. China policy and bilateral 

relationships, which will be included in my model as 

independent variables. 

The second data set is the extended World Event 

Interaction Survey (WEIS) collected by McClelland which 

contains about 5,000 events for the U.S-Soviet, U.S.-

Chinese, and Soviet-Chinese dyads during the period from 

1966 to 1989 (see Goldsein and Freeman 1990, 166-167). 

Since the COPDAB data only cover the time period between 

1948 to 1978, while the WEIS does not contain the events for 

the U.S.-Taiwan and the P.R.C.-Taiwan dyads during the 

period from 1966 to 1989, my statistical analysis of the 

theoretical model is divided into two parts covering these 

different time frames. In the first part my analysis, all 

variables are included in the model using COPDAB data 

(1948-1978). In the second part of my analysis, with the 

WEIS data (1966-1989), only the foreign policy behavior and 

bilateral relations between the U.S., the P.R.C., and the 

U.S.S.R. are included because of data limitations. The 

distributions of these two variables, over time, are 

portrayed in Figure One and Figure Two (see Appendix). 
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Operationalizing the Dependent variable 

The dependent variable, U.S. China policy, is 

operationalized as the total amount of cooperativeness and 

hostility manifested by the foreign policy events by the 

U.S. toward the P.R.C. within each quarter during the 

periods covered in these two data sets. In the COPDAB data 

set, the raw scores of events which range from 1, as the 

most cooperative score to 15, as the most conflictual score 

are transformed by subtracting 8 from every raw score. 

Consequently, 0 becomes the neutral point while -7 is the 

most cooperative score, and 7 is the most conflictual one. 

Then the transformed scores of the policy events are 

aggregated in one quarter (three months) intervals to 

achieve a standardized measurement. The monthly scores in 

WEIS data are also transformed into quarterly scores by 

adding three consecutive monthly scores together. Contrary 

to COPDAB data, the negative value of WEIS scores is the 

measurement of hostility while the positive value indicates 

cooperativeness.1 

The selection of one quarter as the unit of 

measurement is based on the consideration that the annual 

data may confound causal relationships (Goldstein and 

Freeman 1992, 21) and the monthly data include too many 

cases with missing values (coded as 0). In both cases, the 

statistical estimates and the inference of significance may 
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be biased. Therefore, the selection of one quarter (three 

months) as the level of measurement seems to be an 

appropriate compromise to avoid the problems related to the 

annual and monthly data.2 

Operationalizing the Independent Variables 

(1) China's Foreign Policy toward the U.S. 

The first independent variable represents the foreign 

policy behavior by the P.R.C. toward the U.S.. Previous 

studies indicate the U.S. not only responds to the behaviors 

of other powers but reciprocates the behaviors directed 

toward it (Cusack and Ward 1981; Ostrom and Marra 1986). 

Therefore, it can be hypothesized that there is a positive 

relationship between U.S. policy toward China (referred to 

hereafter as U.S. China policy) and China policy toward the 

U.S. (referred to hereafter as China U.S. policy) . The more 

hostile China U.S. policy is, the more hostile U.S. China 

policy will be; the more cooperative is China policy toward 

the U.S., the more cooperative U.S. policy toward China will 

be, other factors being held equal. 

To operationalize the independent variable of China 

U.S. policy, similar to the operationalization of the 

dependent variable of U.S. China policy, I aggregate the 

transformed scores of China U.S. policy events in the COPDAB 

and WEIS data sets into one-quarter intervals, to create a 
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time-series of the independent variable of China U.S. 

policy. 

(2) The strategic triangular response variables 

a. The bilateral relationship between the 

U.S. and the Soviet Union 

b. The bilateral relationship between the 

Soviet Union and China 

Previous studies also suggested that there is a 

strategic triangle composed of the United States, the Soviet 

Union, and China in the cold war era. The U.S. and China 

might adopt cooperative-reciprocal strategies toward each 

other as a result of adopting "deterrence" strategies toward 

the threatening Soviet Union (Rapoprt 1970; Caplow 1968; 

Goldstein and Freeman 19 90). Therefore, it can be 

hypothesized that there is negative relationship between 

U.S. China policy and Soviet-U.S. bilateral relations. The 

more hostile the Soviet-U.S. bilateral relations are, the 

more likely the U.S. would adopt cooperative policies toward 

the P.R.C., other factors being held equal. 

Similarly, it can be also hypothesized that there is 

a negative relationship between U.S. China policy and the 

Soviet-China bilateral relations. The more hostile the 

Soviet-China bilateral relations are, the more likely the 

U.S. would adopt cooperative policies toward the P.R.C., 

other factors being held equal. 
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To operationalize the independent variable of the 

Soviet-U.S. bilateral relations, I use the sum of the 

Conflict-Cooperation scores for the U.S. Soviet policy 

events and those of the Soviet U.S. policy events in the two 

data sets, and aggregate them in one-quarter intervals to 

achieve the time-series for this independent variable. 

Similarly, I use the sum of the Conflict-Cooperation scores 

for the events of Soviet policy toward China and those of 

the events of China policy toward the Soviet Union to obtain 

the quarterly time-series for the independent variable of 

the Soviet-China bilateral relations. 

(3) The independent variable of the bilateral 

relationship between Taiwan and the P.R.C., 

and the independent variable of the bilateral 

relationship between the U.S. and Taiwan 

Previous studies also suggested that the Taiwan 

issue was a very important factor in U.S. China policy. 

To contain the expansion of Chinese communism by 

supporting the Chinese Nationalist government in Taiwan was 

an important anticommunist ideological objective in American 

foreign policy during the cold war era (Sutter 1983; Koen 

1974; Weisband 1973; Hunt 1987; Chen 1990). Therefore, it 

can be hypothesized that the bilateral relationship between 

the P.R.C. and Taiwan had a positive effect on U.S. China 

policy. 
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I hypothesize that the increase of the hostility in 

the P.R.C.-Taiwan relationship would lead to the increase of 

the hostility in U.S. China policy as the U.S. response to 

the expansion attempts of Chinese communists. If the 

hostility in the China-Taiwan relationship decreased, we 

would expect that the hostility in U.S. China policy would 

also decrease, other factors being held equal. 

To operationalize the independent variable of the bilateral 

relationship between the P.R.C. and Taiwan, I use the sum of 

the Conflict-Cooperation scores of the events of China 

policy toward Taiwan and those of the events of Taiwan 

policy toward China, and aggregate them into one-quarter 

intervals to have the time series of this independent 

variable. 

I also hypothesize that the bilateral relationship 

between the U.S. and Taiwan, and U.S. China policy is 

negatively related. The more cooperative U.S.-Taiwan 

relations are, the more hostile U.S. China policy will be, 

other factors being held equal. I assume that the 

strengthening of the U.S.-Taiwan alliance reflects the 

strengthening of U.S. anti-communist ideology which would 

lead to an increase of hostility in U.S. China policy. 

To operationalize the U.S.-Taiwan relationship, I use 

the sum of the Cooperation-Conflict scores of the U.S. 

Taiwan policy events and those of Taiwan U.S. policy events 

and aggregate them into one-quarter intervals to have the 



42 

quarterly time-series for this independent variable.' 

(4) The intervention variable of the Nixon 

administration 

The intervention (dummy) variable of Nixon 

administration (NIXON) is also included in this model to 

test the propositions whether or not individual leaders can 

make significant changes in American foreign policy (see 

Starr, 1980; Dixon and Gaarder, 1992). The historical 

account and the time-series of U.S. China policy show that 

U.S. China policy was completely changed during the Nixon 

administration from a relatively hostile one to a relatively 

cooperative one, and that the new equilibrium of cooperation 

continued thereafter despite some temporary fluctuations. 

Before the Nixon administration, U.S. China policy 

from the Truman administration to the Johnson administration 

maintained a certain degree of hostility as manifested by 

the historical events and the times series of the COPDAB 

data. The Nixon administration initiated drastic changes in 

U.S. China policy by taking steps to normalize U.S. China 

relations through the dramatic events such as Nixon's visit 

to China in 1971. The Ford, Carter, Reagan, and Bush 

administrations continued the cooperative policy toward 

China thereafter. Therefore, I hypothesize that the Nixon 

administration had a permanent effect on U.S. China policy. 

In addition, the intervention of the Nixon administration 
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can also be seen as a abrupt intervention at the point of 

the first quarter of 1971, when President Nixon and his 

advisors surprised the world by making their cooperative 

initiative toward China, which eventually led to the 

monumental shift of U.S. China policy during the cold war 

era. 

To measure the permanent intervention effect of the 

Nixon administration, I create the dummy variable which will 

be codes as 0 before the first quarter of 1971 and as 1 

after that point. 

(5) The intervention variable of the Korean War 

As the time-series of U.S. China policy in COPDAB 

data shows, the breakout of the Korean War had a huge abrupt 

intervention effect on U.S. China policy which pushed it to 

a very hostile level. During the fourth quarter of 1950, 

the U.S. troops and Chinese troops were engaged in massive 

military conflicts which literally made the U.S. and China 

become direct enemies with each other. This event is an 

extreme case of intervention in the history of U.S. China 

policy which produces a big spike in the time-series of U.S. 

China policy in the COPDAB data.. To correctly model U.S. 

China policy by taking account of the intervention effect of 

the Korean War, I include the dummy variable of the Korean 

War in my model using the COPDAB data. The Dummy variable 

of the Korean War is coded as 1 at the point of the fourth 
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quarter of 1950 when the P.R.C. sent troops to join the 

Korean War and involved itself in direct military 

confrontation with the U.S. which temporarily changed the 

U.S. China policy to a very hostile one. The rest of 

observations in the COPDAB time-series will be coded as the 

value of 0. 

The time-series of U.S. China policy also shows that 

there is a decay process after the intervention effect of 

the Korean War. The intervention effect of the Korean War 

declined as the intensity of the war decreased, until the 

truce of the war when U.S. China policy shifted back to its 

pre-Korean-War equilibrium. To measure the rate at which 

the intervention effect of Korean War declined, I use the 

adjustment parameter 8 in Box-Jenkins modelling procedures. 

Therefore, I specify the dummy variable of the Korean 

War as an intervention variable with an abrupt and hence 

gradually-declining effect on U.S. China policy. 

Methodology 

The time series modelling techniques to be used in 

this study are the Box-Jenkins intervention and transfer 

function procedures. 

The basic advantage of Box-Jenkins methods over other 

time-series techniques such as Ordinary Least Squares 

Regression and Generalized Least Squares Regression (OLS-
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GLS) is that the Box-Jenkins methods directly address the 

problem of stationarity in time series which is often 

ignored by other modelling techniques. 

A stationary time-series is a process "whose joint 

distribution and conditional distribution both are invariant 

with respect to displacement in time." (Pindyck and 

Rubinfeld 1991, 445). Stationarity is very important in 

time-series analysis to achieve accurate estimates of the 

effects of different variables. 

If the time-series process is nonstationary, in other 

words, if the characteristics of the stochastic process 

change over time, it will be very difficult to construct a 

simple algebraic model representing the time series over 

past and future intervals of time. If the process is 

stationary, we can model it through an equation with 

constant coefficients throughout the time period covered by 

the time series. So the structural relationships between 

the dependent variable and the independent variables will be 

invariant over time through the estimation of the model 

(Pindyck and Rubinfeld 1991, 443-444). 

In Box-Jenkins models, the stationarity of time 

series is presumed. There are two aspects of stationarity 

in time series: variance stationarity and mean 

stationarity. If there is nonstationarity in our time 

series, we can take the natural log of the series to get 

variance stationarity and use first differences of the time 
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series to attain mean stationarity (MaCleary and Hay 1980). 

After achieving the stationarity of the time series 

of the dependent and independent variables, the next step 

in Box-Jenkins modelling procedures is to estimate the 

univariate Autoregressive, Integrated, Moving Average 

(ARIMA) models for the dependent variable over different 

lags. By autoregressive, I mean that the current values of 

the time series depend on past values from the same series. 

By moving average, I mean that the current values of the 

time series depend on past shocks of the same series. To 

identify the lag structure of the autoregressive and moving 

average parameters, I employ analysis of univariate 

autocorrelations (ACF) and partial autocorrelations (PACF) 

functions to determine the orders of lags of autoregressive 

and moving average, and confirm the order of differencing. 

In general, for first order autoregressive process, the ACF 

declines exponentially and the PACF spikes on the first 

lag. By contrast, for first order moving average process, 

the ACF spikes on the first lag and the PACF declines 

exponentially. A mixed process declines on both ACF and 

PACF. If the ACF or PACF declines slowly, the process is 

probably not stationary and therefore should be differenced 

further {Liu 1993). 

After identifying the univariate ARIMA model for the 

dependent variable, I apply this model to the independent 

variables to filter out all autoregressive and moving 
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average parameters m the independent variables. This 

process is called the prewhitening process, in which I can 

determine the accurate lag structures and flow of causality 

between the error terms of the independent variables and the 

dependent variable, through the cross-correlation functions 

(CCF) between the error terms of independent and dependent 

variables. 

Another advantage of Box-Jenkins intervention and 

transfer function modelling procedures is that dummy 

variables measuring the intervention effects of some 

significant events can be included in these models. There 

are four types of intervention according to whether the 

intervention occurs abruptly or gradually, and whether the 

effect of the intervention is temporary or permanent. 

By including the properly specified intervention 

variables, we can construct multivariate models 

representing more accurate structural relationships between 

the dependent variable and the continuous independent 

variables. 

The impacts of the independent variables on the 

dependent variable will be estimated by the coefficients, 

and t-statistics of the impact parameter produced by the 

multivariate model will indicate the likelihood that they are 

statistically different from zero. 

Finally, diagnostic residual analysis will be used 

to determine the adequacy of the model (McCleary and Hay 
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1980). Residuals are correlated over many lags and error 

terms are to be well behaved ("white noise") to achieve 

adequacy. 

Through the iterative process of Box-Jenkins 

modelling procedures, the intervention and transfer 

function models will be refined to achieve the final 

comprehensive model that accurately reflects the structural 

relationships between the independent and dependent 

variables over time. 

To review, this empirical study is to set up the Box-

Jenkins intervention and transfer function model of U.S. 

China policy during the cold war era, and examine the impacts 

of various factors discussed before. The Box-Jenkins and 

Box-Tiao transfer-function and intervention model of U.S. 

China policy during the cold war era is: 

(l-BMUC. - CMl-B^CUf + G32 (l-BMBIUS^ + G52 (1-B
1) BICSt.l 

+ (D4(l-B
i)BIUTt_i + G35 (1-B

1) BITCt_,; 

+ 036/(1-8B"
:) (1-B1) KOREA + GhNIXON 

+ 0 (B1) /<|) (B1) at 

Where: UCt = the Conflict-Cooperation score of U.S. 

foreign policy behavior toward the People's 

Republic of China at time point t; 

CUt.i = the Conflict-Cooperation score of China 

foreign policy behavior toward the U.S. at 
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time point t-i; 

BIUSt_, = the Conflict-Cooperation score of the 

bilateral relations between the U.S. and the 

Soviet Union at time point t-i; 

BIGS,-.; = the Conflict-Cooperation score of the 

bilateral relations between China and the 

Soviet Union at time point t-i; 

BlUIV.i = the Conflict-Cooperation score of the 

bilateral relations between the United 

States and Taiwan at time point t-i; 

BICTt_. = the Conflict-Cooperation score of the 

bilateral relations between China and Taiwan 

at time point t-i; 

KOREA = intervention (dummy) variable of the Korean 

War; 

NIXON = intervention variable of the NIXON 

administration; 

at = error term; 

G5 = impact parameter; 

5 = adjustment parameter; 

<|> = autoregerssive parameter; 

0 = moving average parameter; 

B1 = backshift operator. 
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TABLE ONE 

U.S. CHINA POLICY FROM 1948 TO 1978 (COPDAB) 

PREDICTOR VARIABLES COEFFICIENTS 

Noise Model 0 (B~) 

$ (B:) 

CU 

BIUS 

BICS 

BICT 

BIUT 

KOREA 

NIXON 

05 (B'~) 

03 (B°) 

03 (B°) 

03 (B°) 

03 (B°) 

03 (B°) 

5 (B1) 

03 (B°) 

0.78 

-0 . 93 

0.29 

0 . 006 

-0.006 

0.04 

-0 .07 

61.24 

0 .69 

-11.99 

9.59*** 

•18 .27*** 

4 .26*** 

0.39 

-0 .19 

2 .48** 

-0 . 99 

9.38*** 

14 . 64*** 

-3 .47*** 

Residual Mean Square 

Ljung-Box Q (20 lags] 

48.4 

18.0 

*** p<0.01; ** p<0.05; * p<0.10; one-tailed test 
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TABLE TWO 

US CHINA POLICY FROM 1966 TO 1989 (WEIS) 

PREDICTOR VARIABLES COEFFICIENTS T 

Noise Model 

CU 

BIUS 

BICS 

NIXON 

9 (B2) 

$ (B1) 

05 {B°) 

03 (B°) 

03 (B°) 

03 (Bi; 

0 .77 

-0 .77 

0.26 

- 0 . 02 

-0.04 

3 .44 

8 .96*** 

-8 .23*** 

4.07*** 

-2 .08** 

-1.83* 

0.89 

Residual Mean Square 

Ljung-Box Q (20 lags! 

53 .1 

2 0 . 0 

*** p<0.01; ** p<0.05; * p<0.10; one-tailed test 
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Results4 

The results of the statistical analysis are presented 

in Table one and Table Two. These two models (COPDAB and 

WEIS) exhibit adequate levels of goodness of fit as 

indicated by the results of the residual analysis. The ACF 

and RMS of the residuals in both models yield only white 

noise.' The most important indicator of the goodness of 

fit for Box-Jenkins models, the Ljung-Box Q, in the COPDAB 

model is 18.0 and is 20.0 in the WEIS model at 20 lags. 

Generally, below 30 at 20 lags is the acceptable level of 

Ljung-Box Q for Box-Jenkins models (Liu 1993) . The 

residual diagnostics about the cross-correlations (CCFs) 

between the residuals and the differenced forms of 

independent variables also show that correlations at the 

other lags are insignificant. 

In both models, considerable evidence supporting the 

propositions regarding bureaucratic routine and reciprocity 

is shown by the estimates and t-ratios of the first-order 

autoregressive parameter and those of the continuous 

independent variable CU, which measures China's foreign 

policy behavior toward the U.S.. Both the first-order 

autoregressive parameters in COPDAB and WEIS models are 

statistically significant at the 0.01 level {one-tailed 

test)b, which means that U.S. present foreign policy 

behavior toward the P.R.C. is significantly dependent upon 
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its first preceding policy behavior. It clearly supports 

the notion that U.S. foreign policy behavior normally 

exhibits a pattern of bureaucratic routine and continuity 

(Cusack and Ward 1981; Ostrom and Marra, 1986) . 

On the other hand, both the estimates of the variable 

representing China's foreign policy toward the U.S. in the 

two models, as expected, are positive and statistically 

significant at the 0.01 level (one-tailed test). 

Therefore, the hypothesis that there is a significant 

relationship between U.S. China policy and China U.S. 

policy, in other words, that the U.S. responds to China's 

policy behavior, is supported by these results. 

Concerning the significance of the strategic 

triangular response in U.S. China policy, the two models 

provide some different results. Both the parameters 

regarding the bilateral relationship between the U.S. and 

the Soviet Union (BIUS) and the bilateral relationship 

between the Soviet Union and China (BISC) are statistically 

insignificant in the COPDAB model. In the WEIS model, 

the BIUS is statistically significant at the 0.05 level 

(t=-2.05, one-tailed test) and the BICS is statistically 

significant at the 0.10 level (t=-1.88, one-tailed test), 

and as expected, both variables have negative impacts on 

U.S. China policy. The diverging results in these two 

models may be attributed to the different time-frames of 

these two data sets, or to the different natures of these 
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two data sets, or to the difference between these models 

themselves since the COPDAB model includes more variables 

than the WEIS model. Nevertheless, these results seem to 

suggest that the strategic triangular response became a 

significant factor in U.S. China policy in the latter part 

of the cold war era. 

Interestingly, the hypotheses about the impacts of 

the Taiwan issue on U.S. China policy as represented by the 

variables of the bilateral relations between the U.S. and 

Taiwan (BIUT), and the bilateral relations between the 

P.R.C. and Taiwan (BICT) are supported by the statistical 

results in the COPDAB model covering the period from 1948 

to 1978. The estimate of the BICT parameter is positive 

and statistically significant at the 0.05 level (one-tailed 

test) while the BIUT is, as expected, negatively related to 

the dependent variable, although it is not significant (t=-

0.99). These results suggest that the U.S. put heavy 

weight on Taiwan when making its China policy and would 

increase its hostility to the P.R.C. if the relationship 

between the P.R.C. and Taiwan became more hostile during 

the 1948-1978 period. These findings may also provide some 

support to the notion that anti-communist ideology played a 

very important role in U.S. China policy behavior during 

this period when the U.S. maintained its anticommunist 

alliance with Taiwan. 

As hypothesized, the statistical results also show 
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that the intervention of the Korean War had a big effect on 

U.S. China policy in the COPDAB model as indicated by the 

estimate of the intervention variable of the Korean War 

which is statistically significant at the 0.01 level 

(t=9.38, one-tailed test). The effect of the Korean War 

made U.S. China policy very hostile in the fourth quarter 

of 1950 and was subsequently eroded at the speed measured 

by the adjustment parameter 8 which is 0.69. The size of 

the adjustment parameter indicates that the effect of the 

Korean War lasted about 10 quarters until the truce in the 

Korean War when U.S. China policy shifted back to its 

previous level of equilibrium.' 

Another hypothesis about the permanent intervention 

effect of the Nixon administration on U.S. China policy is 

supported by the statistical results in the COPDAB 

model. As expected, the intervention of the Nixon 

administration's cooperative initiatives had a sizable and 

permanent effect on U.S. China policy and this effect is 

big enough to change U.S. China policy from the 

equilibrium of relative hostility to the new equilibrium of 

relative cooperation. The impact parameter of the 

intervention variable of the Nixon administration is -11.99 

and is statistically significant at the 0.01 level 

(t=-3.47, one-tailed test). 

Therefore, the proposition that individual leaders 

can play important roles in shaping or changing American 
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foreign policy is supported by this example of permanent 

intervention in the COPDAB model. 

However, the statistical results about the 

intervention variable of the Nixon administration in the 

WEIS model are different from those of the COPDAB model. 

The estimate of the Nixon intervention in the WEIS model 

is statistically insignificant. The differences between 

the results of these two models may be attributed to the 

different time frames of these two data set since the 

COPDAB data set covers the 1948-1978 period while the WEIS 

data set covers the 1966-1989 period, or to the different 

natures of these data sets since they have different 

scaling systems, or to the difference in model 

specification between themselves since the COPDAB model 

included more variables than the WEIS model. 

Nevertheless, concerning the different results in 

these two different models, the results of the COPDAB model 

are likely to be more valid because the COPDAB data set 

covers longer period (31 years), including many more years 

from the pre-Nixon period, than the WEIS data set. In the 

WEIS data set, the limited number of cases before the Nixon 

intervention may have resulted in the lack of the difference 

in the pre-intervention equilibrium and the 

post-intervention equilibrium. In addition, the COPDAB 

data set seems to more accurately reflect the changing 

course of the development of U.S. China policy during the 
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cold war era as the historical account of the events 

reveals. In this regard, the COPDAB data set can better-

represent the long-term change in U.S. China policy than the 

WEIS data set which focuses on the short-term fluctuations 

of foreign policy.8 



CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSION 

In this study, I have constructed a comprehensive 

model explaining U.S. China policy during the cold war era 

by taking account of various factors such as bureaucratic 

routine, reciprocity, strategic triangle among the U.S., the 

Soviet Union, and China, the interventions of the Nixon 

administration and the Korean War, and the triangular 

relationships among the U.S., China, and Taiwan, which may 

have significantly contributed to the making of U.S. China 

policy in the cold war era. The proposed relationships 

between the dependent variable, U.S. China policy, and the 

independent variables were tested using Box-Jenkins 

intervention and transfer function modelling procedures and 

two sets of events data which were transformed into 

standardized scores of Cooperation-Conflict. These scores 

measuring the hostility and cooperativeness of the foreign 

policy behaviors and bilateral relations of those countries 

were aggregated into one quarter intervals to achieve the 

time series of the dependent and independent variables. 

The findings of this study provide more evidence to 

resolve the controversies about the patterns of bureaucratic 

58 
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routine or reciprocity in American foreign policy making 

process. 

The results of this study regarding U.S. China policy 

during the cold war era suggest that American foreign 

policy behavior exhibits a mixed pattern of both 

bureaucratic inertia and reciprocal response. This finding 

confirms the conclusions of some previous studies (Ward 

1982; Goldstein and Freeman 1992), and further strengthens 

the argument that these two characteristics are persistent 

features of U.S. foreign policy behavior. 

Interestingly, the importance of strategic 

triangular responses in U.S. China policy is found to have 

varied in different period of time frames based on different 

data sets. In the period between 1948 and 1978 covered by 

the COPDAB data set, the U.S.-Soviet and the Soviet-China 

relationships appears to be insignificant factors in U.S. 

China policy. On the contrary, the strategic triangular 

relationships among the U.S., the Soviet Union, and the 

P.R.C., become significant factors in U.S. China policy in 

WEIS model using the data set covering the period between 

1966 and 1989. 

These findings seem to suggest that the often mentioned 

strategic triangle among the U.S., the Soviet Union, and 

China was not actually a significant determinant in U.S. 

China policy during the 1950s and 1960s. As the historical 

background of U.S. China policy shows, before the Nixon 
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administration American foreign policy makers had dismissed 

the importance of the pragmatic approach to take advantage 

of the potential and actual conflicts between the Soviet 

Union and China in U.S. global strategy for the containment 

of the communist expansion. 

On the other hand, some other factors may have been 

more important determinants in American policy makers' 

considerations. It is found in the COPDAB model that the 

relationship between China and Taiwan was a significant 

factor in shaping American foreign policy toward the P.R.C. 

during the 1948-1978 period. 

These two findings are not merely coincidental but are 

closely related. To a certain extent, the strategic 

triangle among the U.S., the Soviet Union, and China, and 

the other triangle composed of the U.S., Taiwan, and China 

represent two competing approaches in the making of U.S. 

foreign policy during the cold war era. 

During the cold war era, the basic goal of American 

foreign policy was to contain the expansion of communism. 

The Soviet Union was regarded as the major rival and 

predominant threat to the U.S. and the whole western world. 

So American foreign policy had to have been dedicated to the 

containment of Soviet expansionism and influence {Kegley and 

Wittkopf 1982, 36) . From this perspective, American foreign 

policy during the cold war era had great anticommunist 

ideological underpinnings from its very beginning. 
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The strategic status of the People's Republic of 

China, as a partner or an enemy to the U.S., was a very-

important part in U.S. global containment policy. 

Ideologically, the P.R.C. constituted a second source of 

danger which might spread communism, and thus, threaten 

American national interests. On the other hand, the P.R.C. 

itself had been a chief enemy of the Soviet Union since the 

1960s, until the end of the cold war era. The conflictual 

relations between the P.R.C. and the Soviet Union could well 

be exploited by the U.S. to more effectively contain the 

expansion of the Soviet Union which was considered as the 

utmost threat to the U.S.. Thus there was a policy dilemma 

between "the end sought by American foreign policy makers 

and the means through which they have been pursued" (Kegley 

and Wittkopf 1987, vii). 

The decline of U.S. relative power during the 1960s 

and 1970s posed great challenges for American foreign policy 

makers and made them reconsider the ends and means of U.S. 

foreign policy. In Nixon's point of view, world politics 

was no longer an East-West conflict, and a multipolar world 

required more sophisticated thinking than a simple black-

white judgement based solely on ideological considerations 

(Chen 1990, 71). According to Kissinger, the United States 

had to abandon its habits of crusading to democratize 

adversaries. Instead, the principal goal for U.S. foreign 

policy was to achieve international "stability" through the 
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strategy of a balance of power (Kissinger 1977, 51-97). 

As shown by the statistical results of the COPDAB model 

in this study, the Nixon administration significantly changed 

U.S. China policy from a relatively hostile one to a 

relatively cooperative one. This rapprochement with China 

was also accompanied with the U.S.-Soviet detente during the 

early 1970s. As a result of the normalization of the U.S.-

China relationship which was initiated by the Nixon 

administration and finished by the Carter administration, the 

strategic triangular relationships among these three nations 

may have become important determinants in U.S. China policy 

in the latter part of the cold war era, a conclusion 

suggested by the statistical results of the WEIS model, 

covering the 1966-1989 period. 

Before the formal normalization of the U.S.-China 

relationship, the triangle among the U.S., Taiwan, and China 

was the key element in U.S. China policy as indicated by the 

statistical results of the COPDAB model (1948-1978). The 

bilateral relationship between Taiwan and China had a 

significant impact on U.S. China policy during the 

1948-1978 period covered by the COPDAB data. For instance, 

the historical account and the time-series of U.S. China 

policy in the COPDAB data set show that U.S. China policy 

became very hostile during the two Taiwan Strait Crises when 

the P.R.C. and Taiwan confronted with each other in serious 

military conflicts. The positive impact of the relationship 
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between China and Taiwan on U.S. China policy seems to 

suggest that American foreign policy makers during this 

period tended to increase or reduce the amount of hostility 

in U.S. China policy according to the rise or fall of the 

hostility in China-Taiwan bilateral relations. This was 

likely due to the U.S. moral obligations, and its political 

and military alliance with Taiwan to protect Taiwan from 

Chinese communist expansion. In times of China-Taiwan 

conflict, the U.S. would increase its hostile actions toward 

the P.R.C. as the response to the Chinese Communist expansion 

and the support to the " freedom fighter" of the Nationalist 

Chinese government in Taiwan. The driving force for the 

U.S.-Taiwan alliance was obviously the anticommunist ideology 

adhered to by many American policy makers that had been 

strongly present throughout the cold war era. From this 

point of view, the clearly-demonstrated impact of the U.S.-

China-Taiwan triangle on U.S. China policy can be seen as an 

indication of the presence and functioning of the 

anticommunist ideology in American foreign policy making 

process. The proposition that ideology can play an important 

role in American foreign policy is indirectly supported by 

the findings in the COPDAB model of U.S. China policy during 

the 1948-1978 period. 

The strong anticommunist and pro-Taiwan sentiment 

continued to be powerful even after the U.S. formally 

established its diplomatic relationship with the P.R.C. and 
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cut its official relations with Taiwan. As demonstrated by 

the historical background and the WEIS time series of U.S. 

China policy, there were some negative fluctuations in U.S. 

China policy during the early years of the Reagan 

administration in the 1980s. The 1980s also witnessed the 

"Cold War II" when President Reagan, the arch-anti-communist 

president, waged relentless rhetorical battles against the 

Soviet Union. To effectively contain Soviet expansion, 

the U.S. leaders finally realized that " the United States 

could not afford to break with Beijing" (Spanier 1988, 273). 

Despite the strong anticommunist orientation in Reagan's 

foreign policy, the Reagan administration still managed to 

maintain a certain degree of cooperation with the P.R.C. to 

facilitate the success of its major foreign policy objective, 

the containment of Soviet expansionism. So it is not 

surprising the strategic triangular relationships among the 

U.S., the Soviet Union and China were significant factors in 

U.S. China policy during the 1980s, as indicated by the 

statistical results of the WEIS model covering the 1966-1989 

period. 

U.S China policy during the Reagan years well 

illustrates the competition of the crusader and pragmatist 

approaches in American foreign policy (Stoessinger 1985). 

For President Reagan, the fundamental consideration behind 

U.S. China policy was ideological judgement or preference. 

The nature of U.S. China policy was redefined by Reagan as 
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part of the American worldwide struggle against communism 

instead of the balance of power (Chen 1990, 102) . 

Nevertheless, it is found that the manipulation of the power-

equation, e.g., the strategic triangle among the U.S., the 

Soviet Union and China, was the important determinant in 

Reagan's China policy. The contradiction between the 

ideological rhetoric and the pragmatic behavior of the Reagan 

administration reveals the struggle between the crusader and 

the pragmatist approaches in American foreign policy during 

the cold war era. 

The statistical results of the COPDAB model in this 

study also seem to suggest that individual leaders can make 

important changes in American foreign policy although their 

influence is somewhat limited by some other factors. As 

shown by the results of the COPDAB model in this study, the 

Nixon administration achieved a great change in U.S. China 

policy based on the new view on world politics held by 

President Nixon and his advisors. 

Although the Nixon administration took the first step 

to normalize the U.S.-China relationship, the final 

normalization was not completed until the Carter 

administration. The delay of this normalization process 

indicates that there were some obstacles to the improvement 

of the U.S.-China relationship such as the strong pro-Taiwan 

lobby and unfavorable public opinion, etc. (Koen, 1974; 

Kusnitz, 1979). 
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Furthermore, the historical account and the time 

series data also show some negative fluctuations of U.S. 

China policy over the Taiwan issue during the early years of 

the Reagan Presidency, as the result of President Reagan's 

strong anticommunist ideological orientation (Chen 1990). 

However, the Reagan administration eventually continued the 

cooperative policy toward the P.R.C. which was inherited from 

the Carter administration, despite Reagan's strong 

anticommunist ideology. 

These facts suggest that the success of individual 

leaders in exerting their personal influence on American 

foreign policy depends, to a great extent, on their ability 

to overcome the opposing forces from other determinants of 

American foreign policy, such as the configuration of 

international system, bureaucratic inertia, public opinion, 

lobby groups, and other political actors. 

In sum, this research contributes to the study of 

American foreign policy by providing some empirical evidence 

to test and support the theoretical hypotheses in previous 

studies. The findings of this study show that the 

integration of different theoretical approaches to explain 

American foreign policy behavior is quite feasible if 

appropriate analytical methods and data are utilized. 

Empirically, the findings of this study can help to 

resolve some controversies in the study of American foreign 

policy. As illustrated by the statistical results, the 
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American foreign policy making process seems to exhibit a 

complex pattern in which various factors have varied impacts 

during the cold war era. To accurately capture the changing 

course of the development of American foreign policy during 

the cold war era, certain break points need to be identified. 

More thorough investigations of these changing patterns 

during different periods could be addressed by further 

research to improve our understanding of the American foreign 

policy making process. 

However, this study also has some limitations as a 

result of the limitations of the data resources. The two 

data sets utilized in this study cover different periods of 

times frames with different coding schemes. Therefore, it is 

uncertain that the different results in the different models 

are due to the changing patterns of the relationships between 

the dependent and independent variables during different time 

periods, or due to the differences between the data sets 

and model specifications in these two model., Therefore, it 

is imperative for us to view the findings of this study in 

conjuction with other studies focusing on different levels of 

analysis, using different kinds of data and research methods 

to obtain a more thorough and accurate representation of the 

complex pattern of U.S. foreign policy behavior. 
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This research also raises the question about the 

possible future pattern of American foreign policy toward 

other great powers such as China, Japan, Europe, and Russia 

in the much more complicated post-cold-war era. 

It can be predicted that American foreign policy toward 

other great powers will continue to exhibit a mixed pattern 

of bureaucratic routine and reciprocity that have been 

features of American foreign policy for the last four 

decades. 

In addition, the struggle between American liberal 

ideology and American pragmatism will continue to be another 

important characteristic of American foreign policy. In the 

case of U.S. China policy, the human rights issue and the 

trade issue would become the focus in American policy makers' 

attention. How the new leaders in the U.S. manipulate these 

two issues to the best advantage of American national 

interest will be the key element in the success of the future 

U.S. China policy. 

We are currently facing a complete new configuration of 

the international system which poses great challenges for the 

new generations of American policy makers. By studying the 

past history of American foreign policy during the cold war 

era, much can be learned to solve the future problems and 

dilemmas in U.S. foreign policy. It is hoped that this study 

about U.S. China policy during the cold war era can 

contribute to our integrative understanding of the American 
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foreign policy making in the past, present, and future. 



ENDNOTES 

1. The events contained in COPDAB dataset are occurrences 

either between or within nations which are important 

enough to have been reported in any of approximately 70 

major public sources newspapers of record, weekly 

newsreports or surveys, or similar publications. These 

data can be aggregated in a number of ways to measure the 

level of conflict or cooperation between or within nations 

in particular issue areas for various time periods. 

Events have been coded on the date on which they were 

reported in the source from which they were coded. The 

actor is defined in this dataset as the entity state, 

international organization or political movement which 

initiates the activity of the event. Only activities by 

official government representatives, official media, or by 

individuals or groups with sufficient influence to affect 

official policy are coded as events. The target is 

defined in this dataset as the political entity to whom an 

activity is directed. The primary issue type describes 

the most important issue involved in the event or 

interaction. The issue types are: 

1. Symbolic political relations 

70 
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2. Economic relations 

3 . Military relations 

4. Cultural or scientific relations 

5. Physical environment and natural resource 

relations 

6. Human environment, demographic and ethnic affairs 

7. Political order, political relations, and 

law/organization 

8. Other or residual relations 

9. Secondary issue type 

The conflict scale category contains characterizations 

of each event in the data according to the degree of 

conflict or cooperation involved. There are 15 categories 

ranging from the most cooperative events to the most 

conflictual events: 

1 = voluntary merger into one nation 

2 = major strategic alliance 

3 = military, economic, strategic support 

4 = economic/technological support and aid 

5 = cultural and scientific support and aid 

6 = official verbal support of policy 

7 = mild verbal support, talks, visits 

8 = neutral or insignificant acts 

9 = mild verbal discord 

10 = strong verbal hostility 

11 = diplomatic-economic hostile acts 
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12 = political-military hostile acts 

13 = small-scale military acts 

14 = limited war acts 

15 = extensive war acts 

The WEIS conceptual framework is not set up to condense 

data into a single dimension of cooperation and hostility. 

We use the Vincent weighing schemes that translate WEIS data 

into a cooperation-conflict continuum to create the 

standardized scores (Vincent, 1979, 1983}. The WEIS scale is 

composed of the following categories from cooperation to 

hostility: reward, yield, grant, agree and promise, approve, 

propose, request, consult and comment, deny, protest, reject, 

accuse, demonstrate, warn, demand, reduce relations, expel, 

threaten, seize, and force. 

2. By selecting one quarter as the unit of aggregation, we 

assume that a country's actions toward another over a 

quarter period represent the overall level of cooperation-

hostility put forward by the country toward another in that 

quarter. The quarterly ups and downs reflect the shifts in 

levels of cooperation as one nation adjust its own behavior 

in response to other countries' behavior in a quarterly 

cycle. 

3. Preliminary analysis reveals that the inclusion of the 

independent variables representing the unilateral foreign 
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policy actions by the U.S., the Soviet Union, the P.R.C., and 

Taiwan toward other countries produced high correlations 

among the parameters of these variables which indicate the 

problem of multicollinearity and will distort the process of 

the inference of statistical significance. This fact seems to 

suggest that two countries' reciprocal actions are highly 

correlated. The use of the variables of bilateral relation 

ships instead of individual countries' policy behavior is the 

technical solution for the problem of multicollinearity, as 

well as a theoretical innovation based on the assumption that 

American foreign policy makers generally consider the total 

amount of hostility or cooperativeness of the bilateral 

relationship among the relevant countries as the primary 

factor when making policies to a certain country. 

4. The results of the preliminary diagnostics with the Box-

Jenkins ARIMA modelling procedures of the univariate ACFs and 

PACFs and also the prewhitening process indicate that all the 

independent variables can be hypothesized to have 

contemporaneous impacts on the dependent variable, and all 

of the continuous dependent and independent variables are 

nonstationary. To achieve stationarity, which is presumed in 

Box-Jenkins modelling procedures, all variables are treated 

in first differenced form. 

5. The white noise of the residuals can be demonstrated by 
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the autocorrelation functions (the ACF) of the residuals. 

The autocorrelations among different lags (normally 20 lags) 

of residuals are expected to be statistically insignificant 

to achieve the "white noise" pattern of residuals. The ACF 

of the residuals in this study indicate that no significant 

spikes are found among the correlations of residuals. Thus, 

it shows that the goodness of fit of our model is acceptable 

(Liu, 1993). 

6. Since I hypothesize the negative or positive sign of the 

relationship between the independent variables and the 

dependent variable before I actually test the hypothesized 

relationships, a one-tailed test is employed to detect 

statistical significance. 

7. The lasting and declining effects of intervention in Box-

Tiao intervention model can be calculated by multiplying the 

initial effects and the exponential product of the adjustment 

parameter. In this study, the initial effect of the Korean 

War is 61.24. The adjustment parameter is 0.69. If we 

multiply 61.24 with the 10th power of the adjustment 

parameter 0.69, the product will be less than 2 which 

indicates that the intervention effect has been eroded into 

almost nuisance after ten lags (ten quarters in our model). 

The tenth lag also coincides with the truce of the Korean 

War. Therefore, we can conclude the intervention effect of 
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Korean War lasted about ten quarters until the end of the 

Korean War. 

8. The size of the estimate of the impact parameter ( (53 = 

-11.99) of the Nixon intervention in the COPDAB model is 

comparable to the size of the same parameter ( 03 =3.44) in 

the WEIS model if we note that the negative sign in COPDAB 

indicates the cooperation while the positive sign in WEIS 

represents cooperation, and that the coding schemes of the 

conflict-cooperation scales in these two data sets are 

different. Therefore, the statistical results in both models 

show that U.S. China policy was changed to cooperation at 

comparable level despite the fact that the COPDAB estimate is 

statistically significant while the WEIS estimate is 

insignificant. 
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FIGURE THREE 

COPDAB QUARTERLY TIMES SERIES 

UC CU BIUS BICS BIUT BICT 

48/1 -2 0 91 0 -21 7 

48/2 -2 0 169 0 -5 3 

48/3 0 0 212 -1 -9 4 

48/4 0 3 117 -3 -5 0 

49/1 -1 0 79 -4 0 5 

49/2 1 0 3 -1 0 5 

49/3 -6 3 4 -4 0 7 

49/4 1 -4 3 -9 1 10 

50/1 6 6 11 -28 -18 128 

50/2 8 7 60 -4 -17 63 

50/3 10 11 62 -3 -15 20 

50/4 84 43 107 -5 -6 5 

51/1 38 27 35 -10 -15 0 

51/2 29 12 32 -24 -25 10 

51/3 35 29 62 -4 -1 0 

51/4 32 12 58 -6 0 0 

52/1 1 8 51 -4 -10 1 

52/2 18 0 22 -11 -6 -1 

52/3 4 2 34 -27 -4 0 
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5 2 / 4 - 1 2 46 - 2 4 2 15 

5 3 / 1 18 17 55 - 2 6 - 3 8 46 

5 3 / 2 10 2 - 1 2 - 6 - 1 4 16 

5 3 / 3 3 - 1 - 2 - 2 4 - 2 0 40 

5 3 / 4 2 6 21 - 8 - 1 9 40 

5 4 / 1 3 4 - 7 - 1 8 0 5 

5 4 / 2 6 9 19 - 2 0 18 

5 4 / 3 17 18 20 - 1 6 - 3 38 

5 4 / 4 1 10 26 - 1 5 - 1 8 19 

5 5 / 1 39 24 12 - 3 7 - 8 6 466 

5 5 / 2 3 2 5 - 2 1 - 3 1 207 

5 5 / 3 - 2 - 1 1 - 5 7 - 1 3 - 1 3 58 

5 5 / 4 0 3 1 - 2 6 - 5 89 

5 6 / 1 - 1 21 - 9 - 2 2 - 1 7 84 

5 6 / 2 0 4 14 - 1 7 - 6 87 

5 6 / 3 4 1 8 -10 - 7 13 

5 6 / 4 4 4 34 - 2 6 - 2 6 

5 7 / 1 5 2 44 - 3 2 - 1 2 55 

5 7 / 2 12 7 39 - 1 3 - 1 3 110 

5 7 / 3 - 1 10 54 -10 - 4 66 

5 7 / 4 4 5 45 - 3 7 - 2 1 90 

5 8 / 1 - 1 3 13 - 6 0 3 

5 8 / 2 0 2 10 - 7 - 1 1 

5 8 / 3 1 14 4 - 3 0 - 3 5 27 

5 8 / 4 3 2 - 9 - 2 1 - 3 4 6 
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5 9 / 1 4 9 43 - 4 2 0 75 

5 9 / 2 2 4 52 - 6 - 1 2 103 

5 9 / 3 23 15 - 3 5 - 1 1 - 1 3 49 

5 9 / 4 9 15 13 - 4 5 1 43 

6 0 / 1 7 11 - 8 - 1 0 - 1 5 19 

6 0 / 2 5 10 46 - 4 - 2 4 40 

6 0 / 3 6 5 95 9 - 6 2 

6 0 / 4 2 6 28 - 5 1 0 

6 1 / 1 5 10 - 6 - 6 - 4 5 

6 1 / 2 6 5 1 - 1 3 - 5 0 

6 1 / 3 4 3 85 - 4 - 4 2 10 

6 1 / 4 8 4 25 - 8 - 9 3 

6 2 / 1 2 11 22 - 5 0 5 

6 2 / 2 3 6 34 - 3 9 - 1 6 9 

6 2 / 3 1 9 144 - 3 0 23 

6 2 / 4 31 11 61 16 1 20 

6 3 / 1 0 1 5 8 - 2 1 24 

6 3 / 2 3 6 6 - 4 0 8 

6 3 / 3 1 15 - 1 5 48 - 1 4 

6 3 / 4 - 1 10 - 2 10 - 1 4 

6 4 / 1 14 5 5 4 - 2 3 2 

6 4 / 2 2 10 - 5 12 - 1 2 - 1 

6 4 / 3 7 8 14 24 0 8 

6 4 / 4 6 14 - 7 3 - 1 6 - 4 

6 5 / 1 3 42 36 8 0 3 
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6 5 / 2 4 33 25 - 6 - 1 21 

6 5 / 3 9 47 27 9 - 5 28 

6 5 / 4 13 33 11 - 2 6 - 1 3 32 

6 6 / 1 9 50 18 35 - 3 10 

6 6 / 2 11 51 32 1 - 2 1 0 

6 6 / 3 9 33 63 40 - 7 1 

6 6 / 4 15 39 - 2 0 65 - 9 7 

6 7 / 1 0 28 - 1 9 139 - 1 13 

6 7 / 2 9 12 45 28 - 1 0 

6 7 / 3 6 18 44 27 0 0 

6 7 / 4 3 4 - 7 11 - 7 8 

6 8 / 1 2 14 39 2 - 1 1 0 

6 8 / 2 - 5 7 - 3 14 - 5 1 

6 8 / 3 1 6 8 39 - 2 1 

6 8 / 4 - 3 4 16 12 0 0 

6 9 / 1 8 21 - 1 6 144 1 6 

6 9 / 2 1 14 14 73 1 6 

6 9 / 3 1 18 15 76 - 1 3 19 

6 9 / 4 - 8 18 - 9 3 2 4 

7 0 / 1 - 6 12 - 9 62 - 2 4 4 

7 0 / 2 - 2 13 17 35 - 3 0 

7 0 / 3 4 3 25 - 5 - 6 2 

7 0 / 4 3 1 4 - 2 4 - 5 8 

7 1 / 1 - 1 2 6 4 1 7 - 1 

7 1 / 2 - 3 4 - 1 0 - 5 1 6 3 
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7 1 / 3 - 1 4 - 2 - 2 7 16 1 25 

7 1 / 4 - 1 5 10 - 2 0 29 - 5 16 

7 2 / 1 - 2 8 - 7 - 8 6 13 1 

7 2 / 2 - 7 5 - 6 9 - 5 0 0 

7 2 / 3 - 7 7 - 2 2 15 1 - 2 

7 2 / 4 - 1 0 10 - 3 4 23 - 5 4 

7 3 / 1 - 2 6 - 2 6 - 7 2 12 2 3 

7 3 / 2 - 1 2 5 - 1 4 5 3 0 0 

7 3 / 3 - 1 8 - 5 - 3 8 17 - 5 2 

7 3 / 4 - 1 7 13 - 2 7 33 - 2 0 

7 4 / 1 - 5 7 - 3 5 23 - 6 3 

7 4 / 2 - 1 0 2 - 7 8 7 3 0 

7 4 / 3 1 0 - 2 5 7 0 0 

7 4 / 4 - 8 0 - 7 8 30 3 0 

7 5 / 1 - 5 5 2 - 1 2 - 3 

7 5 / 2 - 5 2 - 3 6 6 4 3 

7 5 / 3 - 4 - 1 - 6 4 - 1 0 - 1 

7 5 / 4 - 1 9 - 1 - 4 3 14 - 6 - 2 

7 6 / 1 - 4 1 25 14 4 0 

7 6 / 2 - 8 - 3 0 7 - 3 2 

7 6 / 3 - 2 0 - 6 1 - 1 1 6 

7 6 / 4 - 2 5 - 4 0 2 0 2 

7 7 / 1 - 4 - 1 19 3 0 0 

7 7 / 2 - 6 1 31 14 - 9 0 

7 7 / 3 1 2 - 3 3 4 - 4 15 
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FIGURE FOUR 

WEIS QUARTERLY TIME SERIES 

BIUS UC CU BICS 

66/1 -20.5 2.2 -56.0 -42.3 

66/2 -42.6 6.8 -49.1 -11.4 

66/3 -91.8 2.1 -30.5 -39.0 

66/4 -1.4 5.0 -58.0 -123.9 

67/1 -6.4 4.5 -41. 6 -186.5 

67/2 -59.2 1.3 -62.0 -33.3 

67/3 -43 .1 -3.3 -37 . 5 -46.0 

67/4 6.4 -2.9 0.4 -9.2 

68/1 -63 . 6 0.0 -28.8 -5.5 

68/2 -28.6 3.2 -9.4 -34.5 

68/3 -50.6 0.0 -8.7 -46.2 

68/4 -24.2 0.0 -11.8 -21.0 

69/1 26.7 3.3 -47 .2 -193.6 

69/2 -17.1 0.0 -23 .2 -67 .4 

69/3 14.3 6.1 -21 ..3 -83.8 

69/4 -8.1 6.3 -17 .4 -9.1 

70/1 -71.9 9.3 -14.8 -29.4 

70/2 -55.0 3.3 -18 . 5 -34.8 

70/3 0.5 1.3 -25.6 -5.7 

70/4 -91.6 2.9 -24 . 6 19.2 

71/1 -214.6 1.1 -22 .7 -15.0 
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7 1 / 2 - 3 6 . 6 1 9 . 8 - 9 . 0 - 8 . 7 

7 1 / 3 8 . 0 5 . 9 - 1 4 . 6 - 2 5 . 8 

7 1 / 4 - 5 8 . 1 9 . 2 - 9 . 7 - 5 9 .2 

7 2 / 1 - 5 0 . 1 2 0 . 9 - 2 6 . 5 - 1 7 . 4 

7 2 / 2 - 1 7 . 9 - 4 . 9 - 4 9 . 4 - 1 1 . 0 

7 2 / 3 2 8 . 8 - 1 1 . 4 - 1 4 . 8 - 3 8 . 7 

7 2 / 4 - 1 . 4 6 . 3 - 2 7 . 0 - 3 3 . 1 

7 3 / 1 3 6 . 4 2 6 . 1 5 . 7 - 2 4 . 4 

7 3 / 2 99 .3 6 . 0 - 1 0 . 4 - 1 1 . 6 

7 3 / 3 - 9 . 6 1 4 . 9 2 . 7 - 5 6 . 6 

7 3 / 4 4 0 . 8 - 0 . 1 - 0 . 6 - 8 0 . 1 

7 4 / 1 - 1 2 .9 0 . 3 - 1 3 .2 - 4 0 . 4 

7 4 / 2 5 1 . 8 0 . 0 - 2 . 9 - 1 3 .6 

7 4 / 3 4 7 . 8 3 . 0 0 . 0 - 1 1 . 0 

7 4 / 4 2 5 . 3 5 . 9 0 . 1 - 1 7 .2 

7 5 / 1 - 1 . 1 2 . 8 - 6 . 4 - 3 . 1 

7 5 / 2 - 6 . 9 0 . 0 - 6 . 5 - 8 . 7 

7 5 / 3 4 . 2 0 . 0 - 8 . 7 - 8 . 5 

7 5 / 4 - 3 2 . 5 - 7 . 4 - 1 2 . 1 - 2 0 . 3 

7 6 / 1 - 7 2 .9 5 . 8 - 6 . 2 - 3 8 . 7 

7 6 / 2 - 1 0 6 . 0 0 . 0 - 2 . 9 - 4 3 .3 

7 6 / 3 - 2 0 . 4 3 . 5 0 . 0 0 . 0 

7 6 / 4 - 1 4 . 1 7 . 5 0 . 0 - 2 0 . 1 

7 7 / 1 - 9 1 . 4 3 . 0 - 2 . 5 - 1 5 . 1 

7 7 / 2 - 1 3 6 . 8 0 . 0 - 2 . 9 - 2 0 . 4 
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7 7 / 3 - 5 0 . 9 2 . 7 - 8 . 7 - 1 7 .7 

7 7 / 4 - 5 5 . 3 2 . 7 - 8 . 7 - 2 . 7 

7 8 / 1 - 1 0 0 . 5 0 . 0 - 5 . 8 - 1 6 . 8 

7 8 / 2 - 1 2 0 . 0 0 . 3 - 0 . 9 - 4 7 .8 

7 8 / 3 - 8 0 . 4 8 . 9 9 . 1 - 3 5 . 4 

7 8 / 4 - 1 3 . 1 - 2 . 6 - 6 . 8 

r
o
 

o
 

CM
 ! 

7 9 / 1 - 6 2 . 0 1 7 . 3 2 2 . 4 - 6 3 . 1 

7 9 / 2 0 . 6 12 .0 5 . 8 - 2 0 . 4 

7 9 / 3 - 5 0 . 1 13 . 6 5 . 9 - 2 0 . 7 

7 9 / 4 - 8 8 . 2 - 4 . 6 0 . 0 - 9 . 3 

8 0 / 1 - 3 3 4 . 0 2 2 . 5 5 . 8 - 3 4 . 1 

8 0 / 2 - 7 4 . 3 1 2 . 4 5 . 7 - 9 . 3 

8 0 / 3 - 5 2 . 6 2 . 7 2 . 7 - 1 1 . 6 

8 0 / 4 - 1 2 0 . 1 6 . 0 0 . 7 - 8 . 7 

8 1 / 1 - 1 6 0 . 9 0 . 0 2 . 7 3 . 0 

8 1 / 2 - 1 5 4 . 6 9 . 3 1 . 8 - 8 . 7 

8 1 / 3 - 5 0 . 5 3 . 0 - 9 . 6 5 . 6 

8 1 / 4 - 1 2 9 . 8 - 2 . 9 - 9 . 3 - 5 . 8 

8 2 / 1 - 9 9 . 1 0 . 0 - 1 0 . 2 3 . 0 

8 2 / 2 - 4 6 . 2 8 . 5 

o 00
 

CM 1 - 8 . 7 

8 2 / 3 - 1 0 0 . 5 1 1 . 9 - 6 . 3 3 . 4 

8 2 / 4 - 7 1 . 6 0 . 0 - 5 . 8 - 6 . 8 

8 3 / 1 - 1 7 5 . 2 3 . 3 - 2 4 . 6 - 5 . 2 

8 3 / 2 - 1 6 2 . 1 - 1 0 . 2 - 2 2 . 7 1 8 . 5 

8 3 / 3 - 3 5 4 . 1 8 . 8 - 1 . 5 8 . 7 
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8 3 / 4 - 2 2 8 . 5 2 . 9 

LO
 

O
 

CM
 

1 0 . 2 

8 4 / 1 - 9 8 . 6 8 . 7 10 .2 8 . 8 

8 4 / 2 - 2 1 1 . 0 40 .3 2 1 . 2 - 1 4 . 5 

8 4 / 3 - 1 3 0 . 9 1 1 . 8 - 0 . 5 - 1 1 . 5 

8 4 / 4 - 7 4 . 2 7 . 4 - 0 . 4 3 5 . 2 

8 5 / 1 - 8 8 . 4 - 2 . 9 - 4 . 5 8 . 8 

8 5 / 2 - 2 7 9 .2 - 5 . 7 - 1 2 .2 8 . 8 

8 5 / 3 - 9 8 . 8 7 . 7 3 . 7 5 . 8 

8 5 / 4 - 8 8 . 8 1 6 . 0 6 . 8 23 .4 

8 6 / 1 - 7 2 .7 0 . 0 - 2 . 2 6 . 2 

8 6 / 2 0 . 1 7 . 5 0 . 1 4 . 7 

8 6 / 3 - 1 1 7 .4 8 . 5 - 3 . 9 2 0 . 4 

8 6 / 4 - 2 0 3 . 8 0 . 0 0 . 0 2 . 9 

8 7 / 1 1 . 1 - 3 . 3 6 . 0 3 . 0 

8 7 / 2 - 2 0 . 0 3 . 2 0 . 8 3 . 0 

8 7 / 3 5 . 8 - 0 . 5 - 2 . 6 6 . 0 

8 7 / 4 - 6 . 9 - 7 . 2 - 2 0 . 5 0 . 2 

8 8 / 1 - 1 6 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 0 - 2 . 0 

8 8 / 2 - 1 5 . 9 0 . 4 - 1 2 . 3 0 . 0 

8 8 / 3 - 0 . 3 - 2 . 3 - 2 . 6 1 4 . 8 

8 8 / 4 - 9 . 0 3 . 0 3 . 0 8 . 9 

8 9 / 1 - 1 4 . 8 7 . 2 - 1 2 .3 2 1 . 9 

8 9 / 2 23 .0 - 1 1 . 7 - 1 1 . 0 1 1 . 7 
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